The study of the remains of past life is a relatively young discipline, and one that has been defined partly by conflicting demands placed on it by both the life and Earth sciences. Fellows of The Royal Society have made critical contributions both to the growth of material knowledge of the subject and to the expansion of its theoretical basis, especially in the formative decades at the beginning of the 19th century. In particular, British palaeontologists and stratigraphers were pre-eminent in the shift away from viewing the Earth as a young creation conforming to the account in Genesis and towards the modern view of it as an ancient and dynamic system with a distinct history. Despite these early Earth science interests, palaeobiological subjects were also soon a topic of research, ranging from the reconstruction of ancient ecologies to the description of extinct organisms such as the dinosaurs. Nevertheless, palaeontology has notoriously failed to make signal contributions to evolutionary theory and the recent development of areas where palaeontology does have a unique imput to make, such as the global patterns of biodiversity through time and the controversy over mass extinction, has largely been a North American concern. British palaeontologists have, however, made fundamental contributions to the study of major evolutionary radiations, and this tradition is well represented in the current research interests of extant Fellows. Palaeontology remains a poorly defined discipline with little sense of an overarching paradigm, but one important future prospect probably lies with the revival of evolutionary morphology and development as neontological subjects.
INTRODUCTION
Palaeontology, a relative newcomer to the pantheon of sciences, has undergone some remarkable advances and retreats, in contrast to the perceived sedate progress of the exact sciences. From modest and uncertain roots in the 16th century it grew to become perhaps the most popular science of all in the early decades of the 19th century, before paradoxically falling away towards its close, perhaps through disenchantment with its potential to reveal evidence that would settle the great evolutionary controversies of the day.
The modern discipline of palaeobiology, the particular study of fossils qua onceliving organisms, underwent disappointments after initial successes. In the simplistic view, the revivial of palaeobiology, marked above all by the instigation of the American journal Paleobiology in the mid-1970s, marked a revolutionary revival of the subject, largely driven on a North American agenda. This version of revival is misleading on two counts: first, that it inevitably minimizes the contributions made by British palaeontologists especially in the decades before; and second, that in some respects this revival was something of a false dawn, which only now may be being overcome.
In this essay, I shall attempt a cursory review of the development of the subject, together with a more extended discussion of that least-discussed of topics in the history of science: the recent past itself. Although such an attempt must inevitably transgress national and organizational boundaries, the role of The Royal Society and its Fellows will be kept in the foreground as much as possible. Although The Royal Society has played a proactive role in advancing geological and palaeontological subjects, both by its publication policies and by its sponsoring and organizing of meetings, its relationship to the field is bound to differ considerably from the professional bodies that sprang up in the 19th century, above all the Geological Society of London.
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Contributions made by Fellows, a group of (largely) men of disparate backgrounds, approaches and achievements, are bound to be disparate and unrepresentative, in that only an approximation to the development of the subject as a whole could be made by considering just them.
With these caveats in mind, three topics present themselves as being worthy of discussion: the origins of the modern science and the role of the 17th-century Society in it; the 'romantic age' of the first half of the 19th century; and the recent history of palaeontological research by Fellows in Britain.
BRITISH PALAEONTOLOGY: ITS STORMY BIRTH
However trivial a thing a rotten shell may appear to some, yet these monuments of nature are more certain tokens of antiquity than coins or medals, since the best of those may be counterfeited or made by art and design, as may also books, manuscripts, and inscriptions, as all the learned are now sufficiently satisfied has often been actually practised.
Robert Hooke 2
It is typically with a resigned heave of the shoulders and a Whiggish raising of the eyebrows that one reads of tentative early investigators of fossils.
3 Despite endeavouring to give them the benefit of the doubt, it may seem hard to adopt the admirably non-presentist views of Rudwick 3 and to have genuine sympathy with their difficulties. Quite simply, the study of fossils was slow in starting because of the general lack of consensus on what fossils were, both in a taxonomic and an ontological sense. First, what objects should be classified as belonging to the same class of things (were gemstones, meteorites and ammonites species of a genus, and could they thus be discussed with the same causative principles in mind?); second, were the similarities in composition and place of discovery (of stony substance and found in or on the ground) sufficient grounds for such a categorization? This difficulty was compounded by the gradational nature of these objects, and to those who could point to the undoubted resemblances between certain types of shells and fossils, dozens of objects with a slightly less obvious resemblance could be shown, leading back to objects that no one could sensibly consider to be of organic origin-gemstones, for example. Such confusion was obviously highly important to the development of the subject.
Some of the earliest investigations of The Royal Society were into this very issue. Hooke, first Curator of experiments, famously used the newly invented microscope to demonstrate 'specific' as opposed to mere 'general' resemblance between charcoal and supposed fossilized wood; 4 Oldenburg, first Secretary of the Society, had already discussed the origins of fossils 5 and had provided a short translation the work of the Dane Niels Stensen (Steno) into English. Steno, often considered the father of modern Earth sciences, had made a reasoned but non-dogmatic case for fossils being the remnants of organic life. Nevertheless, these attempts to establish the basis for the study of fossils as the remnants of ancient life were hardly characteristic of the age. Robert Plot (figure 1), a successor to Oldenburg as Secretary to the Society, was more representative in his attribution of fossils to 'a plastic virtue latent in the earth'. The growth of the subject was thus slow.
Even when fossils were recognized as organic remains, they tended to be used as components in all-embracing cosmogenic schemes, such as that of John Woodward, endower of the professorship of geology in Cambridge in 1728. Woodward (who was distinguished by being ejected from the Society after insulting Sir Hans Sloane) had propounded a complete theory that was meant to account for the distribution of fossils in the rock record as part of the evolution of the whole cosmos, 7 a theory that was seen even by many of its contemporaries as being hopelessly overambitious: it was contemptuously attacked by Hooke, Ray and others. In retrospect only, it is clear that a theory of 'taphonomy', that is, of preservation and diagenetic alteration, was missing, and even Hooke's ideas of pervasive fluids permineralizing the ground were not based on observation, but were merely speculations. Indeed, it is only in recent years that a geniunely comprehensive overview of this important subject has been obtained. 8 It is the lack of an understanding or even consideration of taphonomy that today acts as a formidable barrier between many biologists and a mature sympathy for palaeontology. As a salutary reminder of the theoretical difficulties these early workers laboured under, one may consider studies today of 'dubiofossils' (structures that may or may not be of organic origin, especially trace fossils from the Precambrian). In the latter case, even when the structure in question looks very like the traces of living organisms, an alternative, non-organic interpretation is often possible (such as structures made by sediment under tension or during the escape of water. Further, in such cases, there has, in the last 30 years or so, been a considerable tightening of the criteria for considering a structure to be of organic origin-and caution in these matters is often commended. The early workers, armed with alternative theories for the origins of apparently organic structures, were no doubt quite correct in their cautious approach. One may wonder whether Hooke's somewhat impetuous approach to the subject, although clearly an empirical one, was really more of a conviction that his experiments strengthened rather than awakened.
The discussion about the organic origins of fossils was of initial prime importance, not because of its eventual impact on the development of evolutionary theory, which lay far in the future, but because the rocks in which they were contained would inevitably become subject to more intense scrutiny. If it were true that fossils were the remains of life, then the implication might be that the sea had previously covered the place, that the rocks had been originally soft sediments and that enormous changes must have taken place to achieve this. It is a bizarre truth that the only long extract we have of the Pre-Socratic poet Xenophanes's musing on natural science concerns this issue, 9 although his meaning is unclear, and the source in which it is preservedHyppolytus's Refutation of all Heresies-may lead one reasonably to suspect redactional bias. Hyppolytus's aim was at least partly to demonstrate the truth of biblical witness to historical events, in this case the Flood, against pagan critics. The presence of sea shells in rocks (Xenophanes reportedly thought of a calamitous flood having mixed earth and sea together) gave both him and Tertullian reasons for grounding biblical narrative in history.
Palaeontology from its early history onwards therefore displayed its amphimorphic nature: fossils even then, and even more today, continue to be studied not just for their own interest, but for the bearing they may have on other topics. From the above, it will be seen that the earliest subject to be influenced by palaeontology was stratigraphy, and indeed changes in perceptions of fossils were really a requisite for stratigraphy and thus the study of Earth history to come into being. The study of fossils as onceliving organisms required both the establishment of periods of past time when they lived and the recognition that their distribution in the rocks reflected something of their past life. Members of The Royal Society were prominent in the establishment of both of these principles.
THE STRATIGRAPHIC VALUE OF FOSSILS: THE CLASSIC DISPUTE
By the beginning of the 19th century, Enlightenment attitudes had done much to sweep away Hermetic and Aristotelian generative accounts for the genesis of fossils. Here one may perhaps see the effects of a broader trend in scientific thought influencing subjects that had not undergone any particular intellectual revolution. In particular, the basis of fossil preservation, the keystone for the establishment of palaeontology as a subject in its own right, had not significantly advanced since Hooke's day. There were thus no compelling theoretical reasons why the status of fossils should change from curiosities of uncertain origin to the remnants of past life except that a naturalistic approach to the world was becoming in vogue.
from singulars whose point of interest was chiefly their origin) were actually important bearers of stratigraphic information had an electric effect. One could not write an account of the development of palaeontology without mentioning the indefatigable William 'Strata' Smith who, although excluded from scientific society as represented by The Royal Society, demonstrated by investigation that sedimentary rocks were characterized by the fossils they contained; and that fossils and rocks together could be used to map out time-equivalent divisions of the geological record (a view that was partially anticipated in the Transactions by Martin Lister in the 17th century 11 ). His principles were enthusiastically carried forward by his nephew pupil John Phillips, who was a Fellow of the Society, and who eventually became Reader in Oxford in succession to Buckland (see below).
Even more startlingly, interpolation of evidence between known exposures of rocks allowed prediction of what rock types lay where, even when they were covered with vegetation. Recognition of the true significance of Smith's insights lay rather far in the future, but the key to understanding the rocks of the British Isles was apparently suddenly to hand. Between the years of 1800 and 1840, the younger, and then older, rocks that made up the landscapes of Britain were progressively fitted into a coherent scheme of stratigraphic relationship. This heroic age, when new techniques and theoretical basis confronted huge reserves of untapped data, cast up the great 19th-century stratigraphers: Buckland, Sedgwick, Lyell and Murchison, each with quite distinctive styles and contributions to make. However, it is only the first of these who could fairly be considered as making important palaeontological contributions. William Buckland (figure 2), Reader in Geology in Oxford until the practical and efficient Peel moved him to the Deanery at Westminster (as part of his compaign to increase the influence of science), was the first important British palaeobiologist-Cuvier in France had, however, been the pioneer in the subject. Buckland's interests, and eccentricities (indeed, he eventually went mad), are well documented.
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His concerns, apart from the clerical and geological
56
Graham E. Budd ones, ranged from the diseases of potatoes to public sanitation in London, as well as railway safety, if one remarkable and amusing letter of Dean Stanley is to be believed.
13
Buckland had a style of research that would be called Actuo-paläontologie today: the investigation of ancient phenomena by investigation of appropriate modern systems. One reads, for example, of him (furtively?) feeding bones to hyenas in a travelling circus to establish what sort of marks were left on the bone, or nocturnally enticing his pet tortoise to walk across pastry, thus instigating the study of trace fossils.
14 Buckland represents the other end of the spectrum of the apparent conflict between science and religion, fuelled by the posture of Thomas Huxley later in the century. Together with Adam Sedgwick (figure 3), as an early Victorian scientist and clergyman, Buckland carried forward the old programme that understanding the created world could be compatible with religious belief, and indeed could be pious. Such an attitude-coming from the very generators of the most controversial datamust be considered in any survey of social and religious attitudes to the rise of science. For Buckland's most famous contribution to palaeobiology was his description of the Bone Cave of Kirkdale in Yorkshire (figure 4) 15 -work that was to win for him The Royal Society's Copley Medal, the first such award to geology. Excavation of the cave had previously revealed numbers of bones of various types, but Buckland's researches suggested the following scenario: that the accumulated bones (figure 5) represented a long-inhabited hyena den together with the prey the hyenas had dragged there to consume. Today this would be an unremarkable discovery, but at the time it caused a sensation. For the first time in Britain, it became possible to reconstruct life from a clearly very distant period of time, and the reconstruction raised acute problems with the generally accepted world view. The cave contained several species (such as of elephant) now extinct in Britain and, indeed, now found only in tropical regions of the world (figure 6). The fact of extinction of organisms had been reluctantly accepted after Cuvier's painstaking efforts in the Paris Basin; but it was normal to attribute these to cataclysmic events, the last of which was the Biblical Deluge. On this showing, Buckland's hyena cave was a clearly antediluvian assemblage: these broken and chewed bones gave an unequivocal snapshot of life on Earth before the Flood. Further, given that the hyenas were living in the cave before the flood, the cave itself must be also antediluvial, and thus the rocks containing it could not have been deposited by the flood waters, another element of the current marriage between Genesis and geology. If Buckland's theory was to be accepted in its entirety, the geological effects of the Flood would at a stroke be reduced to generating the relatively insignificant supercifial deposits, suggesting in turn that the great majority of visible Earth history occurred before the Flood, not afterwards. It is not surprising that concerted resistance to Buckland's views soon sprang up. Still, as Buckland had himself been one of the foremost investigators and defenders of the diluvial theory for explaining certain geological features, a charge of wilfulness could hardly stick.
Shortly after the sensation of Kirkdale Cave, an even more enduring surprise was to be prised from British rocks-the dinosaurs. Although dinosaur bones had unwittingly been described as far back as the 17th century, it was not until Gideon Mantell (one of the many medical men interested in palaeontology, another notable one being Parkinson, remembered today for the eponymous disease) described a tooth of Iguanodon, and Buckland gave a moderately full account of the Megalosaurus, that dinosaurs (the word itself was coined by Richard Owen (figure 6), eventual Keeper at the Natural History Museum, in 1842) could be seen for what they were. Caves of hyenas were one thing, but here were monstrous reptiles of a type quite unknown in the present day (similar and pre-emptive arguments had been applied to the discovery of the giant marine but non-dinosaurian reptile Mosasaurus by Cuvier in 1796). Without doubt, scientists were dealing with extinct faunas, and ecology of the deep past with highly uncertain links to present-day organisms. Suddenly, the striking cliffs and landscapes of southern England in places like Lyme Regis, which a decade before had been the source only of picturesque satisfaction, 16 now became viewed as catacombs for the long dead. As bewildering as it is for modern-day palaeontologists to imagine, these discoveries propelled palaeontology to the forefront of public interest in science. The early history of palaeontology, then, displays a characteristic schizophrenia, a malady that remains untreated today. Most (if not all) commercial and industrial interest in the subject has been focused tightly on the geological utility of fossils. Once it been demonstrated in France and in Britain that strata were in general characterized by their own set of fossils, it was possible to treat fossils instrumentally, as merely indicators of relative age. That fossils are the remnants of past life with their own ecology and-we now recognize-evolution, could be ignored in such a treatment. Such a crude geological view can be qualified somewhat because the common use of fossils as environmental indicators (to indicate degree of salinity, for example) requires an understanding of the controls of the distribution of comparable extant organisms. Still, the interest in the fossils as objects in themselves worthy of study is necessarily demoted by this attitude-if fossils were not of organic origin but 
Royal fossils: The Royal Society and progress in palaeontology
nevertheless displayed a similar distribution, their utility would be undiminished.
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Conversely, the early hyena cave and dinosaur (and other large reptile) discoveries in Britain, and Cuvier's earlier discoveries of extinctions in the Paris Basin, pointed the way forward to the other aspects of fossils: fossils seen in their guise as biological entities. There is no doubt that it is this aspect of palaeontology that had and continues to have most public appeal. Nevertheless, the difficulties in treating fossils in such a way, together with the high degree of biological and geological understanding required, have in general conspired to deter would-be palaeobiologists. The great biological advance of the mid-19th century-Darwin's theory of evolution by natural selectionof all eventualities might have been the decisive thrust in the favour of palaeobiology. As events turned out though, the publication of the Origin of Species by Darwin (a palaeontologist!) roughly coincides with a long (although not constant) decline in palaeobiology and the ascendancy of geological palaeontology in Britain, a trend only to be reversed in the second half of the 20th century. 
THE ORIGIN AND PALAEONTOLOGY
All biological discussions concerning the 19th century seem endlessly to return to Darwin and the Origin of Species, and palaeontology can be no exception. Of all really profound contributions to science, Darwin's is singular in several aspects, not least in its accessibility to the lay reader. More important still is its Baconian emphasis on 'letting the facts speak for themselves'. Rather than forming a burning conviction that evolution must have taken place, and presenting a few key facts to illustrate his thesis, Darwin tried to show that evolution had occurred by martialling cohorts of apparently unconnected pieces of evidence-about function of morphology, the interactions between plants and animals in ecology, the variation of organisms under domestication, their geographical distribution. It is no surprise that On the Origin of Species was only an abstract (and to some scientists, an unsatisfactory one) to an intended much longer work that was never to appear.
By describing the biological world for the first time in its minute and wonderful details, Darwin's programme was to make it obvious that his theory of evolutionor something very like it-simply had to be true if an intolerable blank in the understanding of the world was to be avoided. Unfortunately for palaeontology, fossils did not then, and most assuredly do not today, 'simply speak for themselves'. Many of the leading palaeontologists did not support Darwinian evolution at its first showing. Some, like Adam Sedgwick, despite his liberal and progressive views on many other subjects, held out against evolution to the grave (Richard Owen in London furnishes another such example, although perhaps lacking Sedgwick's other characteristics), while Charles Lyell, who might have been expected to be favourably disposed, only embraced evolution late in his career and with a degree of reluctance. Sedgwick (and by derivation, Murchison) embraced a theory of 'progression', wherein successive fossils, in their respective strata, represented a gradual unfolding of Divine plan, albeit a plan conducted according to secondary causes.
The orderly appearance of fossils in the record thus represented successive periods of-or events within-Creation. It is worth stressing that Sedgwick did not have truly dogmatic views opposing evolution as such, but was, rather, instantly sensible, and critical, of the moral conclusions that might be drawn from Darwin's mechanism. Further, for the palaeontologists the crucial facts were the largely incommensurable nature of fossils common to each geological period. Although this was thus a progressive view, it was assuredly not an evolutionary view, with the fauna of one period gradually changing into the next. On the contrary, Sedgwick and other leading British palaeontologists were largely convinced of the non-transitional nature of the fossil record. 18 Darwin, in two whole chapters, and the most anxious part of the Origin, was highly aware of this problem-'the most obvious and gravest objection that can be urged against my theory' as he put it. One of the reasons for this problem was that the boundaries between geological periods tended to be placed precisely where there were breaks in the succession so that the faunas were distinct above and below them, and much modern stratigraphic work is devoted to finding more suitable and continuous boundary sequences. Despite their awkwardness, fossils were quickly dragged into the evolution controversy, not least by Thomas Huxley, 19 and the fossil record of man was soon a topic of controversy, as it has remained today. Nevertheless, one feels a certain loss of confidence in the fossil record in the second half of the 19th century, as if the fossil record had not delivered its promise in elucidating patterns of evolution. Indeed, leading evolutionary proponents such as Huxley quickly became influenced by the theories of Ernst Haeckel, who saw in the embryo a recapitulation of past evolution.
20
With such an apparently certain guide, the usefulness of the fossil record may have seemed to recede as being something of an irrelevance.
THE MODERN ERA
There appears to be a definite lacuna in palaeontological membership of The Royal Society after the Second World War, but this lack cannot be put down to decline in palaeontological standards: lack of patronage is perhaps a more likely suspect. The foundation of the Palaeontological Association (1957) and its journal Palaeontology (1958) attest to a growing awareness of the research possibilities that the fossil record represents. We are now entering the modern era of palaeontology, and distinctive themes begin to emerge. The first is an emphasis on evolutionary and ecological subjects, one of the pioneers being Alwyn Williams, who has pursued these issues with a study of the ultrastructure of the brachiopod shell, thus being one of the first in modern invertebrate studies to make genuine attempts at tying together palaeontological and neontological viewpoints.
20
The second theme, the continued British obsession with the older, Palaeozoic rocks and their faunas, is well reflected by the disproportionate numbers of Fellows who have worked in this area. The century has been distinguished by men such as Sir James Stubblefield, late Director of the Geological Survey; Oliver Meredith Bulman; and perhaps above all Harry Whittington, Bulman's successor as Woodwardian Professor at Cambridge. It is no unfitting tribute to the work of Whittington that three of his students (Conway Morris, Fortey and Briggs) are now Fellows of the Society. Indeed, Harry Whittington stands as a suitable symbol for the best of British palaeontology in the 20th century. Whittington has spent his career mostly studying the Ordovician rocks and above all their trilobites. One again sees palaeobiological themes emerging above the mere documentation of species. For example, early work on silicified material that could be dissolved out of the rock led to unprecedented detail, not just of morphology, but of growth and development in trilobites 21 (following on from earlier and prescient work by Stubblefield). Those palaeobiological efforts were given considerable impetus by the development of plate tectonics as a coherent discipline in the late 1960s. For the first time, the distribution of fossil faunas could be seen as forming a coherent pattern relating to ancient continental deployment.
The most famous British palaeontological research of the 20th century has, however, been the work led by Whittington on the Cambrian Burgess Shale fauna of British Columbia. Although these remarkably well-preserved fossils were summarily described in the second decade of the century by Charles Walcott in the Smithsonian Institution of Washington D.C., and worked on sporadically in the following years, it was the comprehensive recollecting and study of Whittington and his colleagues that propelled these fossils into the broader scientific consciousness.
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Why were these fossils so important? First, Whittington and his colleagues showed that they were in general significantly different from any living forms, and one is here reminded of the similar impact of the 19th-century discovery of dinosaurs. Second, these early animals prompted enormous discussion about their evolutionary significance, with the early results of this work suggesting that the conventional view of progressive and orderly elaboration of more and more complex organisms should be replaced by a much more explosive and dynamic picture, with major evolutionary radiations generating great diversity very early on. Paradoxically, it has been Fellows of The Royal Society who have been involved in the revision of this view too, and part of the basis of this revision has been the impact that modern classification methods have had on the biological topics.
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It was Colin Patterson, a fish worker in the Natural History Museum in London, who was most notorious for promoting the originally German view that organisms should be systematized according to their shared and derived (as opposed to primitive) features; that only natural groupings should be entertained; and that fossils could no longer be seen as ancestral forms, but only as partially preserved offshoots from ancestral forms. The old endeavour of trying to read the history of evolution simply by looking into the fossil record seemed to be fatally wounded by this provocative approach, elegantly but cruelly summarized in Patterson's famous paper 'Significance of fossils in determining evolutionary relationships' 24 (with the implied answer: 'very little'). This debate is far from over, and the consensus opinion is now again swinging somewhat in favour of the fossils: fossils can provide unique information for reconstructing phylogeny and revealing pathways of evolution that would otherwise be unknowable. Nowhere has this approach been more fruitful than in continued-and somewhat tempered-research in evolutionary radiations. For example, in both the invasion of land by plants, and in the origin of the flowering plants, new fossil material and new cladistic methodology has led to a rigorous reexamination of these events, again, research led by Fellows of the Society such as Dianne Edwards and Peter Crane.
25

THE FUTURE FOR PALAEONTOLOGY
The above cursory survey of palaeontology and contributions by Fellows is intended partly to demonstrate the uncomfortable situation that it has often occupied. Other scientists have often been less than willing to assign to palaeontology recognition in its own right, in the way that a fundamental subject like chemistry or a more derived subject like biology might have. Rather, palaeontology-and particularly invertebrate palaeontology-has been well regarded insofar as it has been seen to be useful. This usefulness has oscillated between the Earth science subjects-reconstruction of past climate and continental configuration, biostratigraphic ordering of rocks and so onand the evolutionary subjects-tracking the course and tempo of evolution, understanding the origin of modern diversity, adaptations and diversity, and making a contribution to understanding the relationships of extant organisms.
Unfortunately, the mere application of theory from neontological microevolutionary and ecological subjects has all too often proved sterile when applied to palaeontological subjects, which are usually too degraded to say much about these areas. Indeed, the flowering of palaeobiological research in the USA in the 1970s turned out in some aspects to be something of a false dawn in terms of true palaeobiological topics rather than secondary application of new research from neontological areas. Nevertheless, one promising way forward is in the revitalized area we have agreed to call the 'evolution of development '. 26 Such a subject is treating morphology and its origins seriously once more, rather than seeing the organism as a mere vessel for the ever-varying genetic code. The evolution of morphology rather than just the genome is being seen as a worthwhile subject once again, and the fossil record, which if nothing else offers the history of just this, is being seen as of considerable importance. It seems that palaeontology, as well as making its own internal contributions, may yet come to occupy a significant niche in these new evolutionary disciplines in its ability to conjure up again the long-dead. We may indeed quote, with Charles Lyell, another of the most distinguished B354, 7-16 (1999) . Modern attention has shifted towards preservation at the molecular level as well as that of gross morphology. 9
In J. Barnes (ed.) Early Greek philosophy (Penguin, London, 1987 [Buckland] enveloped in a shaggy cloak, and bolstered up by a bag and basket which were displaced to make room for me. About five minutes after we had started, putting up a paper before his mouth, that a gentlemen and lady opposite might not hear what he was saying, he said: "I will tell you a secret. After all the rain that has just fallen, the express train is very unsafe, and the engineer knowns it to be so. I should not have come by it but for necessity. But never mind; we are in the best place. We are in the middle carriage, and, going backwards, we shall only feel a violent shock. The gentlemen opposite will probably be thrown forward, and break his skull against the projection on this side. But here we shall only be like a trunk, with all of its contents dashed violently one against another." And with this pleasing information, he commenced padding himself up behind with his cloak, I following his example, to break the shock whenever it should come, and, ever and anon, he pointed out the places where the soil had given way. However, we came at a modified speed, and reached Oxford without any calamity. For example, 'As there is nothing to admire in the buildings themselves, the remarkable situation of the town, the principal street almost hurrying into the water, the walk to the Cobb, skirting around the pleasant little bay, which in the season is animated with bathing machines and company, the Cobb itself, its old wonders and new improvements, with the very beautiful line of cliffs stretching out to the east of the town, are what the stranger's eye will seek; and a very strange stranger it must be, who does not see charms in the immediate environs of Lyme to make him wish to know it better', J. Austen, Persuasion, p. 92 (Wordsworth Editions, Hertfordshire, 1993 , originally published in 1818 . The theme of the interaction between science and literature in the Victorian Age has been explored by, for example, G. Beer, Darwin's plots: evolutionary narrative in Darwin, George Eliot and nineteenth-century 
